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Comment No. 1 
 
The public comment period began on August 22, 2003, and officially 
concluded on October 14, 2003, for a total of 53 days.  An extension of the 
comment period was not granted because the Federal agencies deemed this 
comment period to be reasonable, and it exceeded the requirements set forth 
by CEQ Regulations (40 CFR 1506.10[c]) for a Draft EIS public comment 
period of at least 45 days. Although the official public comment period for 
comments on the Draft EIS closed on October 14, 2003, the Federal 
agencies continued to accept comments after the close of public comment 
periods, and considered them, to the extent feasible, in the preparation of 
the Final EIS.  
 
Section 1.6 of the Final EIS has been revised to explain the process 
conducted by the Federal agencies to invite public participation in the 
NEPA process, per CEQ requirements. 
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Comment No. 2 
 
Section 1.4 of the Final EIS discusses the rationale for DOE’s identification 
of a preferred alternative in the Draft EIS and identifies the preferred 
alternative designated by each Federal agency.  Section 1.6.6 explains that 
the decisions of each Federal agency will be explained in their respective 
RODs, or as a letter of concurrence in the case of the USIBWC.  Section 
1.1.2 of the Final EIS provides information regarding the ACC proceedings 
that led the ACC to order TEP to build its line along the Western Corridor.   
 
Comment No. 3 
 
The commentor provides a summary of specific issues that are responded to 
in comments 4 through 11 below.  
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Comment No. 4 
 
The EIS has been revised to include a more extensive explanation (in 
Section 1.2, Purpose and Need) of the roles of TEP and the Federal agencies 
in developing alternatives for the proposed project.  In permit  proceedings 
such as TEP’s, where an applicant seeks permission for a specific proposed 
project to meet the applicant’s specific purpose and need, the Federal 
agencies generally limit their review to alternatives similar to the one 
proposed, i.e., that is, alternatives that would meet the applicant’s purpose 
and need.  The agencies generally do not review alternatives that are not 
within the scope of the applicant’s proposals.  Similarly, the Federal 
agencies do not compel a permit applicant to alter its proposal or its purpose 
and need, but instead they decide whether a permit is appropriate for the 
specific proposal as the applicant envisioned it.  It is not for the agencies to 
run the applicant’s business or to compel an applicant to change its 
proposal: DOE evaluates the project as offered.  Therefore, in an applicant-
initiated process, the range of reasonable alternatives analyzed in detail is 
limited to those alternatives that would satisfy the applicant’s purpose and 
need and that the applicant would be willing and able to implement, plus the 
no-action alternative.  All of the alternatives analyzed in this EIS were 
either suggested by or similar to alternatives suggested by TEP.  
 
This approach is particularly apt where, as here, the proposed action reflects 
a state’s decision as to the kind and location of electrical infrastructure it 
wants provided within its boundaries.  The ACC is vested with the authority 
to decide how it believes energy should be furnished within Arizona’s 
borders, including the need for, the location of, and the effectiveness of 
transmission lines within its borders.  See the discussion at Section 1.1.2 
and 1.2.2 of the EIS with respect to the respective jurisdictions and 
authorities of the state and Federal agencies, and their relationship to this 
NEPA review.  TEP’s proposal has the dual purpose of addressing problems 
of electrical reliability in Santa Cruz County, Arizona, and crossing the 
border to eventually interconnect with the Mexican electrical grid.  
Alternatives that would not satisfy both elements of this dual purpose are 
not reasonable alternatives for the Federal agencies to consider in detail. 
 
Thus, during the course of this NEPA review, the Federal agencies have 
considered alternative routes for TEP’s proposed transmission line, but have 
not deemed feasible proposed alternatives that contemplate construction of  
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Comment No. 4 (continued) 
 
power plants or transmission lines that differ in capacity from those that the 
ACC has directed TEP to construct.  
 
As explained in Section 2.1.5, a new power plant in Nogales is not a viable 
alternative to a new, second transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal). 
Therefore, the alternative of a new power plant is not evaluated in detail in 
this EIS. 
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Comment No. 5 
 
As stated in Section 1.2, Federal Agencies’ Purpose and Need Statements, 
an agency’s statement of purpose and need explains what the agency is 
called upon to do, given its authority, and it is from this statement of 
purpose and need that an agency identifies the range of reasonable 
alternatives it will consider in the EIS. In an applicant-initiated process, 
such as TEP’s proposed project, the range of reasonable alternatives 
analyzed in detail in the EIS is directly related to the applicant’s purpose 
and need. TEP’s purpose and need for the proposed project, as provided to 
DOE in TEP’s Presidential Permit Application, is “…to construct a double-
circuit 345 kV, alternating current transmission line to interconnect the 
existing electrical systems of TEP and Citizens Utilities (“Citizens”) in 
Nogales, Arizona, with a further interconnection to be made from Nogales, 
Arizona to the CFE transmission system located in Sonora, Mexico.” 
Therefore, the purpose and need statements in Section 1.2.2 are not 
unreasonably narrow. 
 
In order to meet the international connection aspect of TEP’s purpose and 
need, a 345-kV transmission line is required. If TEP’s proposed project is 
approved by each of the Federal agencies, then there would still be a variety 
of events that could preclude TEP from implementing this project.  Issuance 
of a Presidential Permit by DOE would only indicate that DOE has no 
objection to the project, but would not mandate that the project be built.  
The USFS and BLM would also not mandate that the project be built.  But 
if it were going to be built, TEP would have to build it within the time limits 
specified in the permits issued by the Federal agencies.  
 
A new power plant in Nogales is not a viable alternative to a new, second 
transmission line (part of TEP’s proposal).  Likewise, a smaller 
transmission line in lieu of the proposed 345-kV transmission line (e.g., a 
115-kV transmission line) would not meet the international interconnection 
aspect of TEP’s proposal. Therefore, these alternatives are not evaluated in 
detail in this EIS (see Section 2.1.5, Alternatives Considered But Eliminated 
From Further Analysis). 
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Comment No. 6 
 
Chapter 5 of the EIS presents an analysis of cumulative impacts, as required 
under NEPA, which could occur as a result of the potential impacts of 
TEP’s proposed project when added to impacts from other past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future actions. Where specific information was 
available on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, it was 
included in the EIS; relevant information received from the public during 
the Draft EIS public comment period was also added to the Final EIS (e.g., 
information on planned residential developments was added to Section 
5.2.4). Section 5.1, Cumulative Impacts Methodology, in the Final EIS has 
been revised to clarify that the analysis identifies where cumulative impacts 
may differ among alternatives, and Section 5.3, Cumulative Impact 
Analysis, has been revised in the Final EIS to more completely assess the 
potential cumulative impacts.  
 
In addition, Table 5.4-1 has been added to the Final EIS to provide a 
summary comparison of the cumulative impacts by resource area, and 
identify any differences in cumulative impacts for the Western, Central, and 
Crossover Corridors. For example, for the actions described as reasonably 
foreseeable actions in the area of Nogales, Arizona, the cumulative impacts 
would not differ among TEP’s alternatives because the Western, Central, 
and Crossover Corridors are identical in the vicinity of Nogales. 
 
Regarding the comment that the EIS should either include or address a 
habitat fragmentation analysis and meaningful analysis of cumulative 
impacts, a spatial analysis of roads on the Coronado National Forest 
associated with the proposed project in relation to natural and cultural 
resources was conducted in the Roads Analysis (URS 2003a) and was relied 
upon for evaluation of the direct and indirect environmental impacts of the 
proposed project (see Chapter 4), and cumulative impacts (see Chapter 5).  
Additional information regarding habitat fragmentation has been added to 
sections 3.3.2 and 4.3.2.   
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Comment No. 6 (continued) 
 
The calculations of road density referenced in Section 3.12, Transportation, 
were done correctly as part of the Roads Analysis (URS 2003a) for the 
proposed project, as required by Forest Service Manual 7712 in accordance 
with the USDA Forest Service Miscellaneous Report FS 643 (1999) as 
guidance. The Tumacacori EMA of the Coronado National Forest in and of 
itself does not exceed classified road density limits set forth in the Forest 
Plan. Road density limits set forth in the Forest Plan are for the Forest as a 
whole, not for individual land units or EMAs within the Coronado National 
Forest. TEP would close 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of existing classified road for 
every 1.0 mi (1.6 km) of proposed road to be used in the operation or long-
term maintenance of the proposed project on the Coronado National Forest, 
such that road density on the Coronado National Forest would not be 
affected. Any authorization issued to implement the proposed project on the 
Coronado National Forest would contain terms and conditions to ensure 
road barrier effectiveness and maintenance. Based on the measures 
described above for ensuring the effectiveness of road closures, the 
proposed project is consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for 
road density. 
 
The Draft EIS was prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, 
the Council of Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of 
Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, 
regulations, and agency policies.  The Federal agencies have determined 
that the Draft EIS does not need to be re-issued for additional review.   
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Comment No. 7 
 
The response to Comment 6 above clarifies that the proposed project is 
consistent with Forest Plan standards and guidelines for road density. The 
proposed project does not violate the Forest Plan, NFMA, or NEPA with 
regard to road densities on the Coronado National Forest. 
 
The commentor is correct in stating that wildcat roads cannot be used 
during project implementation without undergoing NEPA analysis. The 
environmental analysis and disclosure provided by this Final EIS fulfills 
this requirement for NEPA analysis.  (See the response to comment 6 
above). 
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Comment No. 8 
 
The analysis in the Final EIS correctly relies on the IRAs defined in 
Volume 2 of the Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (USFS 2000) to determine potential 
impacts of the proposed project.  The method used by the Coronado 
National Forest to identify the IRAs in the Forest Service Roadless Area 
Conservation Final Environmental Impact Statement is outside the scope of 
this EIS.   
 
According to USFS’s Murphy Peak Quadrangle map, Apache Pass is 
approximately 1.25 mi (2.01 km) west of the planned Western Corridor 
route.  Apache Pass is not within an IRA, as specified in Volume 2 of the 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Roadless Area Conservation 
Rule. 
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Comment No. 9 
 
The Final EIS includes revised information and analysis of MIS in sections 
3.3.5 and 4.3.5 respectively.  The revised information is based on 
information from sources, including but not limited to sources such as the 
2003 Arizona Game and Fish Department Wildlife Survey Report and 
North American Breeding Bird Survey from 1980 to 2000. More 
information is provided in the MIS report (SWCA 2004) and bibliography 
in the project record.  Additionally, a recent USFS MIS Report has been 
prepared.  This report is listed in the references (Chapter 11 of the EIS) and 
is available upon request to the USFS.   
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Comment No. 10 
 
Section 3.1.2 states that there is off-highway vehicle use in the project area, 
and Section 4.1.2 analyzes the impacts of off-highway vehicle use as one of 
many recreational uses of the project area, including the Coronado National 
Forest.  
 
The USFS Southwestern Region (which includes the Coronado National 
Forest) published a Draft EIS (USFS 2003b) addressing the regulations at 
36 CFR 295.5 (codifying the requirements of Executive Orders 11644 and 
11989), which authorize Federal land management agencies to manage off-
highway vehicle travel in ways that protect public resources, promote 
safety, and minimize conflicts between users. Access management needs 
are not addressed by the Draft EIS, but are reserved for individual analysis 
at the site-specific level. The Coronado National Forest was not included in 
this regional analysis because it does not share common boundaries with 
other proclaimed National Forests and cross-country travel, except in 
limited circumstances, was already prohibited on the Coronado National 
Forest by the Forest Plan. User-created roads and trails are a subset of the 
existing roads and trails (unclassified) found on the ground on National 
Forest System lands, but are not part of the permanent (classified) 
transportation network. Such roads and trails will remain unclassified until 
site-specific analysis and planning determines the appropriateness of 
including them in the permanent transportation network and whether they 
should be permanently closed. 
 
The purpose of the EIS is to assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts of the reasonable alternatives.  The USFS manages 
the CNF in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, and Executive 
Orders.  Whether or not the USFS is in compliance with a specific 
Executive Order is beyond the scope of the EIS. 
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Comment No. 11 
 
In response to this and other comments, Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of the FEIS 
include revised text to clarify how the ROS is used, more fully describe the 
analysis of potential ROS changes, and correct some inaccuracies and 
omissions in the DEIS.  
 
The ROS is a management tool used by the USFS to describe and evaluate a 
spectrum of recreational settings, opportunities, and experiences. It is a 
system to map and manage a variety of recreational opportunities on 
National Forest System lands.   As used in this EIS, the ROS provides a 
consistent basis for evaluating the effects of the proposed action on forest 
recreation. The effects analysis described in the EIS considered each of the 
seven setting indicators as distinctly different criteria under each of the 
various ROS settings. For example, the visible impacts of the support 
structures and conductors were considered under the Naturalness setting 
indicator, rather than under Visitor Impacts, as suggested by the 
commentor. This is appropriate because the support structures are physical 
structures, not human visitors. The methodology and interpretation of the 
ROS analysis described in Section 4.1.2 are consistent with FS guidelines.  
The analysis found that the proposed action would introduce changes in 
ROS setting indicators that are identified as not compatible with one or 
more of the 7 setting indicators.  However, each setting must be viewed in 
its entirety. Therefore, when considering the overall impact on each area the 
powerline would cross, none of the action alternatives alone would change 
the overall character of the recreational experience available within most 
areas sufficiently to shift the ROS setting into a different ROS category.  It 
should be noted that other utility corridors on the Coronado National Forest 
have not, in and of themselves, influenced the mapping of ROS settings.  
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, because it is easier to shift ROS 
settings from the primitive to the urban direction along the spectrum than 
the reverse (because once physical developments are in place it is unlikely 
that they will be removed), continuing to manage these areas under current 
ROS categories will best protect the remaining character of these recreation 
settings; changing ROS settings along the corridor might allow for 
additional future impacts. 
 
As the commentor notes, the Western and Crossover Corridors were found 
to have greater impacts on ROS settings than the Central Corridor.  
However, the only ROS setting that might be permanently changed by the 
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Comment No. 11 (continued) 
 
proposed action is the Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized area within the 
Crossover Corridor. If any access roads remain in this area following line 
construction (either permanent roads or temporary construction roads that 
cannot be fully naturalized), this setting would likely shift to Semi-Primitive 
Motorized.  As stated in section 4.12.3, all proposed roads to structure sites 
would be consistent with the Forest Plan, and would be classified as closed 
special use roads.  Roads to access these maintenance roads would be Level 
2 roads. Further, USFS classified roads currently at Level 2 would be 
reconstructed to no higher than Level 3 during construction of the proposed 
project, but allowed afterwards to revert back to their original level.  With 
mitigation (including ripping and seeding of roads), the ROS setting Semi-
Primitive Non-Motorized would not change. 
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Comment No. 12 
 
The USFS is directed to consider visual resources on an equal basis with 
other resources and multiple uses.  Multiple use management, however, 
does not provide that every use be given the same treatment on every acre 
of National Forest. For this reason, tradeoffs must be analyzed and 
disclosed so that the responsible official may make an informed decision.   
 
The TEP Final EIS assesses potential impacts to visual resources using two 
different methods: (1) Scenery Management System (SMS) and (2) Visual 
Quality Objectives (VQOs).  Section 3.2 discusses the existing visual 
resources and Section 4.2 assesses potential impacts to visual resources 
using the SMS.  Appendix I, which was added to the Final EIS, includes an 
analysis of visual resources using the VQOs.   
 
Regardless of the method used to assess impacts, the analyses indicates that 
construction and operation of the transmission line would negatively impact 
visual resources.   The transmission line would be evident to casual forest 
visitors, and in foreground locations it would dominate the landscape.  Per 
the SMS analysis, reduced Scenic Integrity would result.  Per the VQO 
analysis, the transmission lines would not be consistent with the visual 
quality objectives in the Forest Plan.   
 
As described in Section 1.2.2.2, USFS Purpose and Need, the USFS 
purpose and need for action is driven by its statutory responsibility under 
the FLPMA to consider the use of National Forest System lands for 
purposes that are in the public interest, such as utility corridors, and that are 
identified as appropriate in the pertinent agency land and resource 
management plan.  The USFS may deny an application for use of National 
Forest System lands for a number of different reasons (36 CFR 251.54), 
such as “the proposed use would be inconsistent or incompatible with the 
purpose(s) for which the lands are managed, or with other uses,” or “would 
not be in the public interest.”  The decision by the USFS to approve or deny 
such authorization will be based, in part, on the findings of the impact 
analyses reported in this EIS and the proposal’s compatibility with the Land 
and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) for the Coronado National 
Forest (USFS, 1986, as amended). 
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cont. 

 

Comment No. 12  (continued) 
  
Appendix H describes proposed amendments that would be required in 
order to implement any of the action alternatives.  As discussed in that 
Appendix, the proposed amendements would permanently lower objectives 
for visual resource management in the transmission line corridor.  The 
report in Appendix I entitled, Proposed TEP Powerline - Project Analysis 
Using Visual Quality Objectives, provides information about the locations 
where visual quality objectives would be changed. 
 
The commentor’s statement that the Central Corridor would have less 
overall impact to visual resources than either of the other proposed corridors 
is supported by the analyses.   
 
Comment No. 13 
 
The Federal agencies are aware that environmental groups are interested in 
achieving Federal wilderness designation for a large portion of the 
Tumacacori EMA.  Maps provided by commentors indicate that all corridor 
alternatives considered in this EIS cross the area suggested for wilderness 
designation. Presence of a transmission line would not necessarily preclude 
wilderness designation, as the Wilderness Act of 1964 and Forest Service 
regulations (36 CFR 293.15) allow for the existence, establishment and 
subsequent maintenance of transmission lines in wilderness areas. 
Information about the wilderness proposal has been added to Section 5.2.4 
of the FEIS as a potential future action. 
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Comment No. 14 
 
As documented in Table 10-2 of the Draft EIS, the U.S. Border Patrol did 
not respond to DOE’s solicitation of comments regarding the proposed 
project prior to publication of the Draft EIS, and therefore, the Draft EIS 
addressed in a general manner the potential impacts on illegal immigration 
and U.S. Border Patrol operations and the resulting environmental impacts.  
 
In response to public comments, the Federal agencies again solicited 
comments from the U.S Border Patrol. Based on the U.S. Border Patrol’s 
response (USBP 2004) to the Federal agencies’ request, the Federal 
agencies have revised Sections 4.1, Land Use and Recreation; Section 4.12, 
Transportation; and Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts of the Final EIS. The 
U.S. Border Patrol’s response generally reinforced the information on 
which the relevant analysis in the Draft EIS was based. The U.S. Border 
Patrol stated that the roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the proposed project would contribute to an increase in 
illegal immigrant and narcotic smugglers in the area and affect U.S. Border 
Patrol operations. The U.S. Border Patrol stated that although the proposed 
project would not create a single north-south route and roads would be 
closed or otherwise blocked, illegal immigrants and narcotic smugglers 
would be attracted to the area to use portions of the proposed access roads, 
resulting in a need for the U.S. Border Patrol to increase its presence in the 
Coronado National Forest.   
 
For more information on the effects of illegal immigration, see Report to the 
House of Representatives Committee on Appropriations on Impacts Caused 
by Undocumented Aliens Crossing Federal Lands in Southeast Arizona, 
April 29, 2002 (House 2002). 
 
Comment No. 15  
 
The Federal agencies have addressed each of the issues raised by the 
commentor, as described in the previous responses.   The Draft EIS was 
prepared in accordance with Section 102(2)(c) of NEPA, the Council of 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and all applicable laws, regulations, and agency 
policies.  The Federal agencies have determined that the Draft EIS does not 
need to be re-issued for additional review.   
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